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uEC 2 3 2005 

December 06,2005 02: 13 PM 

Kerry Kios 
712 Buddy L. Drive , Fort Worth, Texas 76108 

Senator John Cornyn 
US. Senate 
5 I7  Hart Senate Office Building 
Ll'asliington, DC 205 10-000 I 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Cornyn: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
chan$e the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of 
yoiii- constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted 
by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collect-d on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more 
into the system. If !he FCC changes that sysreiii. ic a flat fee, that means that someone wlio uses 
oiic thousand minutes :I month of lc~ng distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone 
wlio uses zero minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources 
wiscly should not be penalized for doins so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many Io\v-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless 
users, senior citizens and iow-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones 
due to unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF 
from high volume to lowvolume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a 
highly detrimental effect 011 small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me infomied about the USF issue 
with monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC 
information. While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass 
along" these fees to their customers, h e  reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like 
ensurc I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my'service will cost more. And 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change 
to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I \ \ , i l l  continue to monitor developments on the isstre,and eoritintie to' spread the word to my 
communiry. I request y p  pa 
lio\v ;I flat i'ee tax could disproportionately affea,ttioye in jbu~'c~oomsfitzf&cy. 
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dong my con'oertls to. the FCC on:my behalf, letting them know 
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Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this 
matter. 

FiI~cerely, 

cc: 

FCC General Email Box 



DEC 2 2 2005 

Company Name 
anv .  In:. 

I FCC - MAILROOM interstate Access Support (IAS) 

state Study Area Code 
Iowa 3 5 1 2 6 1  

2005 - 2006 
Date December 1 2 , 2 0 0 5  

To: Marlene H. Dortch 
O f f i i  of Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 - 12th street, sw 
Washington, DC 20554 

Irene M. Flannery 
Vice President - H i h  Cost and Low l n m e  Division 
Universal Service Administrative Company 
2000 L Street, NW, Suite 200 
Washington, DC 20036 

Re: CC Docket No. 9645 
Imrstate ACC~SS Support - IAS 
Annual Certification Filing 

I A S  

Thisistocertifythat Qlin T e l e D h y n e  Cornu-. 
will use its INTERSTATE ACCESS SUPPORT - IAS onlv for the Dmvision. maintenance 

I 1 I I 
(If necessary, attach a separate list of additional study areas and check this box.) 0 

x 
[Signature of AuHrized Repi'eselifative] 

Rodney Cozairt 
[Printed Name of Authorized Representative] 

General ! Iana>er  
pitle of Authorized Representative] 

CarriefsName: O l i n  T e l e p h o n e  C o  
Carriet'sAddrsos: 3 1 8  Jackson  St. 
Carrier's Telephone Number: 3 1 '3 - 4 8 4 - 

y ,  Inc. Date Received 
I, I a . 5 2 3 2 0 - 0 1 3 0  

Box 1 3 0  



Douglas Pippin 
-...* 

December 19,2005 
RECEIVED(: J'ECTED 

DEC 2 3 2005 

217 Russell Senate Office Building m FCC - MAILROOM 

154 Mountain Laurel Lane 
Fletcher, NC 28732-5707 

Senator Richard Burr 
U.S. Senate 

Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Burr: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your 
constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair 
change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high 
volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental 
effect on small businesses all across America. 

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has pitas to change t0.a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constitdency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forivard to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Doug1 
' .  , 

. / I  
/ 

li 0 . .  . ,  !*, c:.'- ,~ cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress ~. 
List fi. b 



US.  Senate 
555 Dirksen Senate Office Buil 
Washington, DC 205 10-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Dole: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your 
constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair 
change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifting the fimding burden of the USF from high 
volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental 
effect on small businesses all across America. 

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress 



Douglas Pippin 
154 Mountain Laurel Lane 
Fletcher, NC 28732-5707 December 19,2005 

Representative Charles Taylor 
U.S. House of Representatives 
231 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Taylor: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to 
change the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your 
constituents, including me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair 
change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the 
system. If the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand 
minutes a month of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero 
minutes of long distance a month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be 
penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, 
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to 
unaffordable monthly increases on their bills. Shifiing the funding burden of the USF from high 
volume to low-volume users i s  radical and unnecessary. In additior,, it would have a highly detrimental 
effect on small businesses all across America. 

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with 
monthly newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
While I am aware that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to 
their customers, the reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If 
the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent 
meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without 
legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my 
community. I request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a 
flat fee tax could disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 
. , , ,  

' t  . . 

. ' , :!'b. 0:Copiesrec'd D 
cc: FCC Chair Kevin Martin, Congress .~ ' LktABCDE 



UEC 2 3 2005 

&Q2 - MAILROOM 
8241 Scotts Level Road, Baltimore, MD 21208 

December I ,  2005 9: 18 AM 

Senator Paul Sarbanes 
US. Senate 
309 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 9 6 4 5  

Dear Scnator Sarbanes: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including link,? to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure 1 am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affcct those in your ccnstituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely. 

Linda Norris 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 


